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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 

Claims 1, 5, 10, 27-36, 38 and 39 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Suzuki et al (2004/0187451 A1 ), in view of Tanaka et al 
(2004/0168417). 

Suzuki et al disclose a filtration system comprising an enclosure with an air flow 
path formed through the enclosure, a first HEPA filter (5 in Fig. 9, col. 5, paragraph 
0133) mounted to the enclosure such that air in the air flow path moves through the first 
HEPA filter, a second ULPA filter mounted downstream of the first HEPA filter (6 in Fig. 
9, col. 5, paragraphs 0133 and 0141), and a fan (7) to move the air passing through the 
first filter (5) and the second filter (6). Suzuki et al further disclose the enclosure (1 ) 
having an inlet (21 ) for intaking ambient air into the enclosure (1 ) and an outlet (22) for 
outputting air from the enclosure (1) (see 21 and 22 in Figs. 10, 12, 17 and 18, page 6, 
paragraphs 0141 and 0143). Claims 1,5, 10, 27-36, 38 and 39 differ from the 
disclosure of Suzuki et al in that the second filter being a water vapor filter or PTFE filter 
element. Tanaka et al (2004/0168417) discloses an air filter unit such as an HEPA filter 
and ULPA filter wherein the filter medium can employ a PTFE porous film capable used 
as a ULPA filter (see col. 3, paragraph 0050 through col. 4, paragraph 0054). It would 
have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to provide a PTFE porous film as taught by Tanaka et al in place of the ULPA 
filter medium in the filtration apparatus of Suzuki et al since it is well known in the art 
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that the hydrophobic nature of PTFE allowing removal water vapor in the air stream 
passing through. 

Claims 4 and 37 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Suzuki et al (2004/0187451 A1), in view of Tanaka et al (2004/0168417), and further in 
view of either Greisz (5,730,770) or Van Winkle, Sr. (5,942,01 7). 

Claims 4 and 37 call for the particulate filter being cleanable or washable. Greisz 
discloses a filter capable of capturing particles (30) is washable and disposable (see 
col. 1, line 66 through col. 2, line 4). Van Winkle, Sr. discloses filter (42) which remove 
particulates and contaminants in the air preferably made of a washable reusable 
material (see col. 5, lines 33-37). It would have been obvious to a person having 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to provide a washable or 
cleanable filter medium as taught by either Greisz or Van Winkle, Sr. in the filter 
apparatus of Suzuki et al and Tanaka et al since it is economical to produce a washable 
or cleanable filter medium so that the filter element can be reused as many times as 
possible to save cost. 

Claims 18-26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Suzuki et al (2004/0187451 A1 ), in view of Tanaka et al (2004/01 6841 7), and further in 
view of Chung et al (6,660,070 B2). 

Claims 18-26 call for control means with sensor for indicating whether the filter 
needs to be cleaned or replaced. Chung et al disclose an air quality sensor to monitor 
the air quality condition of the filter wherein a microprocessor is programmed to control 
the speed of the fan automatically according to the air quality control (see Abstract). It 
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would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to provide control means for air quality control as taught by Chung 
et al in the air purifier of Suzuki et al and Tanaka et al since the control means would 
effectively indicate and notify the user when the dirty filter needs to be changed out for 
life. 

Response to Amendment 

Applicant's arguments filed on June 15, 2006 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. 

Applicant amends the claims to include the feature "an outdoor electronic 
equipment enclosure having an inlet for intaking ambient air into the enclosure and an 
outlet for outputting air from the enclosure" and argues that none of the cited references 
discloses such a feature. The Examiner respectfully disagrees. The primary reference 
Suzuki et al shows other embodiments of the invention in Figs. 10, 12, 17 and 18 
wherein Suzuki et al clearly show: the enclosure (1) having an inlet (21 ) for intaking 
ambient air into the enclosure (1 ) and an outlet (22) for outputting air from the enclosure 
(1) (see 21 and 22 in Figs. 10, 12, 17 and 18, page 6, paragraphs 0141 and 0143). In 
addition, the limitation "an outdoor electronic equipment enclosure having an inlet for 
intaking ambient air into the enclosure and an outlet for outputting air from the 
enclosure" is recited in the preamble of the claims and this recitation has not been given 
patentable weight because it has been held that a preamble is denied the effect of a 
limitation where the claim is drawn to a structure and the portion of the claim following 
the preamble is a self-contained description of the structure not depending for 
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completeness upon the introductory clause. See Krooa v. Robbie. 88 USPQ 478 
(CCPA) . 

In response to applicant's argument that Suzuki et al is nonanalogous art, it has 
been held that a prior art reference must either be in the field of applicant's endeavor or, 
if not, then be reasonably pertinent to the particular problem with which the applicant 
was concerned, in order to be relied upon as a basis for rejection of the claimed 
invention. See In re Oetiker, 977 F.2d 1443, 24 USPQ2d 1443 (Fed. Cir. 1992). In this 
case, Susuki et al disclose a filter system haying at least two filter elements for use in 
an electronic enclosure, which is clearly in the field of applicant's endeavor, as claimed. 

Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1,4-5, 10, 18-23 and 25-38 have 
been thoroughly considered but are moot in view of the rejections, as discussed above. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Minh-Chau T. Pham whose telephone number is (571) 
272-1 163. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon/Tues/Thur/Fri 7:00 am - 
5:30 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Duane Smith can be reached on (571) 272-1166. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 




Minh-Chau Pham 
Patent Examiner 
Art Unit: 1724 
August 11, 2006 



